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ABSTRACT

Managing forests to mitigate climate change and increase their capacity to adapt to future climate-related dis-
turbances and conditions typically involves protecting and enhancing forest carbon stocks and sequestration
capacity while promoting structural diversity. While the focus has been on comparing active management ap-
proaches for meeting these objectives, there are few empirical assessments of passive management. Here we used
quasi-experimental methods to compare carbon and structural complexity within “wildlands,” where harvesting
and other land uses are prohibited, to environmentally comparable forests without protection from timber
harvesting. Using USDA Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) plots from the Adirondack-New England region of
the Northeastern U.S., we compared aboveground carbon, total forest basal area increment (our proxy for carbon
sequestration), and six forest-level structural variables in forests. To help explain observed differences, we
examined (1) the recent history of harvesting within unprotected forests, (2) stand age in wildland and unpro-
tected forests, and (3) the carbon and structural attributes of protected and unprotected plots at the initiation of
wildlands protection. Aboveground carbon was 20% higher in wildlands overall (P < 0.0001), with differences
greatest in wildlands of New York (+32%; P = 0.0001) and in Maine (+34%; P = 0.01) where recent harvesting
intensity and differences in stand age between protection categories were highest. Basal area increment did not
differ between protected areas at the regional and sub-regional scale, but was 37% higher in wildlands (P = 0.03)
than in recently harvested areas. Structural complexity was generally higher in wildlands, with four structural
variables — large live (>60 cm DBH) and large dead (>45 cm DBH) tree density, maximum tree height, and
diversity of diameter size classes) — greater in wildlands than in unprotected forests. Two variables (adult tree
species richness and standard deviation of tree height) did not differ between protection categories. Both carbon
and structural differences were amplified by recent harvesting in unprotected plots. For the subset of plots that
allowed for comparison, wildlands did not differ in carbon and structural attributes from unprotected plots at the
onset of wildlands protection, suggesting that subsequent management rather than initial differences was the
driver of carbon and structural differences between protection categories. Our results highlight the adaptation
and mitigation benefits of allowing natural processes to predominate in strictly protected areas.

1. Introduction

refers to managing forests for structural, species, and functional di-
versity to increase resistance or resilience to stress and disturbances (i.e.,

Managing forests for mitigation and adaptation in response to
climate change is a major priority for forest managers (D’ Amato et al.
2011; Swanston et al. 2016). Mitigation in forests refers to increasing the
amount of carbon stored and sequestered to reduce carbon dioxide
concentrations in the atmosphere (D’Amato et al. 2011). Adaptation
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insect outbreaks, drought, fire, and windstorms) that are becoming more
frequent and intense with climate change (D’Amato et al. 2011; Ontl
et al. 2020).

Forests that are protected by legal or administrative mechanisms
from active management in order to allow forests to develop through
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natural processes (i.e., wilderness areas, strict nature preserves, forever
wild easements, and many national parks [“wildlands”]; Foster et al.
2023) have become increasingly recognized as potential contributors to
climate mitigation strategies which attempt to maximize carbon storage
and retain forest complexity (Foster et al. 2010; Moomaw et al. 2019;
Mackey et al. 2020). Nonetheless, wildlands are often overlooked as
natural climate solutions for mitigation (e.g., Griscom et al. 2017; Far-
gione et al. 2018; Dugan et al. 2021, but see Meyer et al. 2022) and are
frequently excluded from climate adaptation literature (e.g., Brandt
et al. 2017; Janowiak et al. 2018; Swanston et al. 2018). Contemporary
definitions of forest health and resilience focus on the capacity of forests
to provide the full range of ecosystem services to humans (Millar and
Stephenson 2015). Wildlands, by definition, do not provide wood
products, which likely explains their exclusion from much of the climate
adaptation literature. However, independent of their ability to provide
the full range of human services, there is reason to believe that wildlands
may be more resilient (i.e., better able to withstand perturbations) than
forests that are actively managed because of their greater structural
complexity and tree species diversity (e.g., Forzieri et al. 2022; Potterf
et al., 2023).

Wildland protection promotes compositional and structural devel-
opment toward mature and old growth forest characteristics (Albrich
et al. 2021). Old forests are well known to harbor complex structures
that are less prominently found in second growth and actively managed
forests (McGee et al. 1999, Franklin et al. 2002; Keeton et al. 2011).
Older unharvested forests also store high levels of carbon relative to
recently harvested forests, including those managed with increased
rotation times and greater structural retentions (Harmon et al. 1990;
Nunery and Keeton 2010). Indeed, forest management has a profound
effect on carbon stores across the United States and the globe, reducing
potential carbon stores by about 36% (Harris et al. 2016; Erb et al.
2018). Nonetheless, timber harvesting is often excluded as a driver of
forest change in assessments of forest ecosystem climate vulnerability (e.
g., Janowiak et al. 2018) even though it is the predominant disturbance
process in these same landscapes (Thompson et al. 2017; Brown et al.
2018).

An unresolved aspect of managing for adaptation and mitigation in
forests is to what extent there are synergies and/or tradeoffs between
carbon storage and structural complexity. Some studies have reported a
positive correlation between structural complexity and carbon seques-
tration and storage because structurally complex forests absorb more
light and use it more efficiently (Gough et al. 2019), or because niche
complementarity is believed to increase photosynthesis and nutrient
cycling rates (Thom and Keeton 2019). Other studies have reported
tradeoffs between forest structural complexity and carbon storage
(D’Amato et al. 2011). Additionally, some authors have reported
tradeoffs between carbon storage and rates of carbon sequestration
(Nunery and Keeton 2010; D’Amato et al. 2011; Patton et al. 2022),
while still others report that carbon storage and sequestration are higher
in wildlands than in managed forests (Brown et al. 2018). Thus, the
extent to which tradeoffs exist between adaptation and mitigation ca-
pacity and carbon storage and carbon sequestration in wildlands re-
mains unclear.

Several interrelated factors likely determine the degree to which the
structural complexity, carbon storage, and sequestration in wildlands
may diverge from nearby forests that are not protected from harvesting
and other active management (hereafter “unprotected”). One is the
amount of time since a wildland forest was protected and therefore last
potentially managed (Paillet et al. 2010; Atrena et al. 2020). A second
factor is the frequency and intensity of harvesting in unprotected forests
(Duveneck and Thompson 2019). A third factor is the difference in
average age or developmental stage between wildland and unprotected
areas, as carbon storage and structural complexity generally increase
with age (e.g., Franklin et al. 2002; Keeton et al. 2011; Miller et al.
2016).

In the northeastern United States, most forests are relatively young
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(<100 years old on average) compared to their pre-colonial counterparts
and are recovering from land clearance, fire, and logging in the 19th and
20th centuries (Foster et al. 2005; Thompson et al. 2013). Thus, at the
time of wildland designation, many protected forests likely have a
similar age and management history to nearby unprotected forests
(Miller et al. 2016), particularly in larger preserves (e.g., federal wil-
derness areas and large state preserves in New York and Maine). How-
ever, it’s possible that some wildlands were and continue to be selected
in part because of their old age characteristics, particularly in some
smaller forever wild preserves.

Here we ask the following: (1) To what extent are wildland forests in
the Northeastern United States distinct from environmentally similar
but unprotected forests in terms of mitigation (carbon storage and
sequestration) and adaptation capacity (structural complexity)? (2)
How has recent vs. non-recent harvesting activity in unprotected forests
influenced these differences? (3) Are there tradeoffs in adaptation and
mitigation capacity or tradeoffs between carbon storage and seques-
tration? (4) To what extent are initial differences in forest characteristics
at the time of wildland designation vs. subsequent differences in expo-
sure to harvesting and management following wildland protection, the
more important driver of change between protection categories?

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Study area and experimental design

Our study area included the Adirondack-New England forest region,
which spans two level II ecoregions and comprises much of the boreal-
temperate ecotone of eastern North America. These ecoregions include
the Atlantic Highlands of the Adirondacks, Catskills, and New England
Mountain ranges and the Mixed Wood Plains of southern New England
and coastal Maine (US EPA 2021; Fig. 1). The forests include greater
elements of boreal spruce (Picea spp.)-balsam fir (Abies balsamea) along
with northern hardwoods in the Atlantic Highlands and temperate
broadleaf beech (Fagus grandifolia), birch (Betula spp.), maple (Acer
spp.), and oaks (Quercus spp.) in the Mixed Wood Plains.

We defined the region’s wildlands as lands secured, either legally or
administratively, with the intent to be shaped by natural processes and
free from active management, including timber harvesting (Foster et al.
2023); the land use restrictions in these areas correspond roughly to the
IUCN protected area categories of 1a and 1b (strictly protected areas and
wilderness areas; Dudley et al., 2013), and include some of the more
strictly managed categories 2 and 3 (national parks and natural monu-
ments). Wildlands in the northeastern U.S. are dominated by large
public conservation lands including the Adirondack Forest Preserve, NY
(~1,000,000 ha), the Catskill Forest Preserve, NY (116,000 ha), Baxter
State Park, ME (85,000 ha), White Mountain National Forest Wilderness
areas, NH (60,000 ha), Green Mountain National Forest Wilderness
Areas, VT (40,000 ha), and Katahdin Woods National Monument, ME
(35,000 ha). In New York we included only the state-owned Adirondack
and Catskill Forest Preserves because of limited data availability from
privately owned wildlands. For the six states in New England (Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Is-
land), we included the many smaller public and private wildlands par-
cels conserved by federal, state and municipal agencies and by
conservation organizations as recently documented by Foster et al.
(2023). Parcels included those at least 4 ha in size and ranged in dura-
tion of protection from at least 1 year to > 120 years. In the region, the
New York preserves make up 69% of wildland area, followed in size by
Maine (17%), New Hampshire and Vermont (11% combined), and the
three southern New England states (3% combined). In terms of total
forest area, the Adirondack and Catskill (New York) regions comprised
19% of the study region, Maine 45% of the region, New Hampshire and
Vermont 24%, and the southern New England states 13%. We obtained
data on time since protection of the wildland (i.e., date of protection) for
two-thirds of the New England plots (Foster et al. 2023), but only 20% of
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Fig. 1. Study area map of the Adirondack-New England region in the Northeastern United States with strictly protected wildlands shown. The purple line delineates
the boundaries of the four socioecological sub-regions used in the analysis. Note that all known wildlands are included in New England, while only the Adirondack

and Catskill Forest Preserves are included in New York.

the New York plots (NY DEC; Table 1). Timber harvesting is the leading
forest disturbance and cause of adult tree mortality in the northeastern
United States and generally increases in intensity from south to North,
with the highest levels of cutting in Maine (Thompson et al. 2017).

We used forest inventory data from the USDA’s Forest Service In-
ventory and Analysis (FIA) program (2013-2019) to compare carbon
and structural attributes of wildlands to lands in which timber har-
vesting was permitted and/or conservation of nature was not the first
priority (unprotected; Dudley et al., 2013; USGS, 2021). Unprotected
forests excluded any Gap 1 or Gap 2 lands (those which are managed
primarily for a “natural” state) that did not occur in our wildlands data
layer and included USGS Gap 3 lands (subject to timber harvesting) and
Gap 4 lands (without any known protection from development; USGS,
2021).

The FIA is a stratified design of permanent, fixed-area (675 m?) forest

plots across the conterminous United States, with the plots arranged as a
spatially representative sample with a plot per every 24 km? (Bechtold
and Patterson, 2005). The FIA includes records of trees, seedlings, and
environmental conditions, established circa 2000 and remeasured in our
study area every 5-7 years. The primary measurements of the diameter,
species, and height of live and standing dead adult trees (>12.7 cm DBH)
are taken within four fixed points, i.e., subplots, arranged around the
plot center. Details on the plot condition, including physiographic var-
iables (i.e. slope and elevation), are recorded within the four subplots as
well. Saplings (2.5-12,6 cm DBH) are measured in smaller subsections,
microplots (2.07 m radius), nested within each subplot. Though the true
coordinates of FIA plots are not publicly available, an agreement be-
tween the USFS and the Harvard Forest allowed us access to the
unfuzzed plot locations.

Wildlands are not randomly distributed across the landscape. To
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Table 1
Tree harvesting intensity (means and standard errors) in unprotected plots and duration of wildland protection by region and sub-region in the Northeastern US.
Unprotected Wildlands
n Mean basal area removed Mean density of trees % of plots recently n Mean time since % of plots with data on
since 1999 (m?/ha) removed since 1999 (no./ha) harvested since 1999 protection time since protection
CT-MA-RI" 9 0 0 0 9 15.2 (6.4) 67
Maine 38 2.0 (0.92) 42.7 (18.1) 18.4 38 26.0 (5.3) 71
New Hampshire- 69 0 0 0 69 25.9 (2.4) 65
Vermont
New York” 88 1.27 (0.38) 18.6 (5.6) 14.8 88 80.1 (11.2) 20
All° 207 0.91 (0.24) 15.7 (4.2) 9.7 207 34.8 (3.5) 47
Recently harvested 20 9.4 (1.5) 162.9 (26.6) 100 0 NA NA
since 1999

2 Connecticut, Massachusetts, & Rhode Island combined.
b Adirondack & Catskill Forest Preserves.

¢ Combined New York and New England. Includes three pair of plots that crossed sub-regional boundaries and were not included in the New York, CT-MA-RI, and

New Hampshire-Vermont comparisons.

control for potential selection bias, such as systematic differences in
environmental conditions between wildlands and unprotected forests,
we used covariate pre-matching, a causal inference approach that cre-
ates a quasi-experimental design (e.g., Butsic et al. 2017, Morreale et al.
2021). Matching mimics an experimental design where the control plots
(unprotected forest) are selected based on similarity across potential
confounding variables to the treatment (wildland forest) plots. We
matched FIA plots located within wildlands to environmentally similar
FIA plots in unprotected forest. We selected: elevation (FIA), slope (FIA),
latitude (FIA), longitude (FIA), light, water, temperature, nitrogen
deposition 2018 (sensu Morreale et al. 2021; Nemani et al., 2003), and
USDA ecological subsection (Miller et al. 2016) as our matching cova-
riates in order to account for the most likely sources of confounding
influence on forest structure. Ecological subsections are “areas of similar
surficial geology, lithology, geomorphic process, soil groups, subre-
gional climate, and potential natural communities” (O’Connell et al.,
2017), while latitude and longitude further controlled for geographical
variation. To reduce the potential for edge effects on forest growth
(Morreale et al. 2021), we excluded plots < 91 m from a road and used
only completely forested plots (i.e., all four subplots classified as forest).
Matching was performed in R with the Matchit package (Ho et al. 2011),
with ecological subsection matched exactly and all other variables
matched using nearest-neighbor covariate matching determined by
Mahalnobis distance with calipers of 0.25 for continuous variables
except slope and elevation which had calipers of 0.3 (Lunt 2014). Cal-
ipers are the standard deviations of the propensity score within which to
draw control units (default = 0). To ensure the effect we saw was not an
outcome of the matching order, we randomly ordered the rows of the
database and ran matchit 1000 times. The best ordering of matches
yielded 414 FIA plots in total, with 207 in wildland forests and paired
unprotected controls distributed across the Adirondack-New England
region (Table 1). Twenty of the 207 (9.7%) unprotected plots were
recently harvested, defined as those plots exhibiting evidence of signs of
tree cutting and removal since the year 1999, based on the STATUSCD in
the TREE table (Table 1). Recently harvested plots only occurred in New
York (13 of the 88 unprotected plot; 14.8%) and in Maine (7 of 38 plots —
18.4%).

2.2. Carbon

We estimated aboveground carbon storage on each FIA plot to assess
differences in carbon storage between wildlands and unprotected for-
ests. Aboveground carbon storage values (AGC) were obtained from the
FIA database, which estimates carbon (pounds) in the aboveground
portion, excluding foliage, of live trees with a diameter > 2.5 c¢m, and
dead trees with a diameter > 12.7 cm DBH. AGC was converted to mega-
grams/hectare (Mg/ha). As a proxy for carbon sequestration, we used
total forest basal area increment (BAI; Reinmann et al. 2020; Morreale

et al. 2021). BAI was calculated for each tree (live stems > 2.5 cm DBH)
as the difference in radial growth of trees between the most recent and
previous measurements, and then annualized based on the re-
measurement period. Individual tree BAI was then summed across the
plot and converted to total forest BAI (m? ha! yr’l).

2.3. Structural complexity

Forest adaptation generally involves managing for structural, func-
tional, and compositional diversity (D’Amato et al. 2011). Because
structural complexity has been shown to be a strong proxy of functional
complexity (Franklin et al. 2002; Thom et al. 2021), we assumed that
examining structural features would adequately account for functional
diversity. Structural complexity refers to the heterogeneity in the ver-
tical and horizontal distribution of biomass within a forest system
(D’Amato et al. 2011). We focused on structural complexity at the stand
scale and included six structural features: 1. Large live tree (no. stems/
ha > 60 cm DBH) density (Keeton 2006; D’Amato et al. 2011); 2. Tree
diameter size class diversity (D’Amato et al. 2011), which was calcu-
lated as the relative basal area of 5 cm DBH classes (2.5-7.5, 7.6-12.6...
58.5-63.5, >63.5) using the Shannon Diversity Index (Buongiorno et al.
2000; Lexergd and Eid, 2006); 3. Maximum tree height (Gough et al.
2020); 4. Standard deviation of mean tree height (McElhinny et al. 2005;
Keeton 2006); 5. Large dead tree density (no. stems/ha > 45 cm DBH;
Keeton 2006); 6. Adult (>12.7 cm DBH) tree species richness (no. spe-
cies/plot; McElhinny et al. 2005).

One known limitation of FIA data is varying quality between attri-
bute measurements: tree diameter is highly accurate but individual
height can be difficult to measure in the field, and tree ages are esti-
mated attributes (Gormanson et al., 2018). Here we leverage multiple
metrics of structural complexity to provide robustness against possible
uncertainties associated with any single metric. The diameter of all adult
live and dead trees (>12.7 cm DBH) were measured within FIA subplots,
and sapling (2.5-12.6 cm DBH) counts were conducted in the four
nested microplots (Gormanson et al., 2018). Adult tree measurements
were summed to the plot level, and adult stem density, in stems ha~! was
calculated for each plot.

We also examined age class distribution and diversity as a proxy for
successional stage diversity using 20-year stand age classes from 0 to
180 years and the Shannon Diversity Index to calculate age class di-
versity. Stand age is estimated on an FIA plot by coring 2-3 dominant
canopy trees, counting tree rings to determine individual tree age, and
then calculating a weighted average age. As our study area typically
contains uneven-aged forests, we used stand age as a loose proxy for
time of establishment. We were unable to examine other important
structural features such as coarse woody debris because of limited
replication of plots in the FIA that measure this variable. We conducted
two sample t-tests on the matched dataset to compare all structural and
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carbon variables between wildlands and matched unprotected plots, and
we compared attributes at two spatial scales: regional — Northeastern US
(all plots) and sub-regional (New York, Maine, New Hampshire-
Vermont, and Connecticut-Massachusetts-Rhode Island). The subre-
gional analyses allowed for greater understanding of the variation in
carbon and structural features in wildlands with different times since
protection and unprotected plots with different management intensities,
as well as the variation in carbon and structural features that span the
study region, independent of wildland protection. We combined Ver-
mont and New Hampshire into one subregion because they have similar
(recent) harvest intensities that are much lower than Maine and
considerably higher than southern New England (USDA FIA, 2023). We
also combined the three southern New England states into a single
category because of limited sample size and a similar age since protec-
tion of wildlands (Foster et al. 2023). Additionally, we compared the
small subset of recently harvested plots (harvested since 1999) to their
matched wildlands, as well as unprotected plots with no sign of recent
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harvesting to their matched wildlands, in order to better understand the
effects of recent and non-recent harvesting on carbon and structural
attributes. We transformed all non-percentage data prior to analysis
using square root transformations (Gotelli and Ellison 2014). All data
were analyzed using the R statistical computing language (R Statistical
Computing 2021).

To understand whether any observed differences between wildlands
and unprotected site were a result of a selection effect (e.g., the sites
were different at the time of protection) or due to the protection itself,
we compared forest conditions at the time of protection. Unfortunately,
limitations in the temporal scope of the FIA data precluded a detailed
characterization of the effects of duration of protection on wildlands
structure and carbon dynamics. However, by combining the full tem-
poral extent of modern FIA measurements, circa 1999, with information
on the year of protection, we performed additional analyses of forest
carbon and structural characteristics at the onset of wildland protection.
We identified 48 wildland plots (and their paired unprotected plots)
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120 ests by region, sub-region, and recent harvest status.
A (A) Aboveground carbon storage and (B) total forest
basal area increment (BAI). CT-MA-RI = combined
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with a year of initial protection that had a corresponding FIA mea-
surement (within 5 years of protection date). We used two-sample t-tests
on the subsetted dataset to assess whether there were differences in
forest structure when wildland protections began.

3. Results
3.1. Mitigation

3.1.1. Aboveground carbon

Overall, wildlands (70.7 Mg/ha; SE = 2.1) had 20% greater AGC
storage than unprotected forests (59.1 Mg/ha; SE = 2.2; P < 0.0001;
Fig. 2a). AGC was 34% higher in Maine wildlands (P = 0.012), 32%
higher in New York wildlands (P = 0.0001), but did not differ between
protection categories in New Hampshire-Vermont (P = 0.10) or
Connecticut-Massachusetts-Rhode Island combined (P = 0.53).
Compared to recently harvested forests, wildlands stored 89% greater
AGC (P < 0.0001), and compared to non-recently harvested plots,
wildlands stored 15% greater AGC (P = 0.002; Fig. 2a).

3.1.2. Total forest basal area increment

Total forest BAI did not differ between wildlands (0.624 mz/ha/yr.)
and unprotected forests at the regional (0.625 m?/ha/yr.; P = 0.97) or at
the sub-regional scale (P > 0.16; Fig. 2b). However, BAI was 37% higher
in wildlands (0.64 m2/ha/yr.; SE = 0.07) compared to recently har-
vested forests (0.37 mz/ha/yr.; SE = 0.04; P = 0.03; Fig. 2b).

3.2. Structural complexity (Adaptation)

3.2.1. Tree diameter

Density of large live trees (>60 cm DBH) was 84% higher in
Northeastern wildlands compared to unprotected forests (P = 0.01;
Fig. 3a). In New York, wildlands had over twice the number of large
trees as unprotected plots (P = 0.029); and large trees were 8 times more
abundant in wildlands compared to recently harvested forests (P =
0.03). Compared to unprotected plots without recent harvest, wildlands
had marginally higher densities of large trees (P = 0.053; Fig. 3a). Large
tree densities did not differ between protection categories in New
Hampshire-Vermont (P = 0.26) or in Maine (P = 0.65); in CT-MA-RI,
large trees only occurred in wildland plots (P = 0.06; Fig. 3a). Di-
versity of tree diameter classes was greater in wildlands than in un-
protected plots at the regional scale (P < 0.0001) and in all subregions
(P < 0.05) and harvesting classes (P < 0.001), except for CT-MA-RI (P =
0.24; Fig. 3b).

3.2.2. Tree height

Maximum tree height in wildlands was, on average, 1.1 m taller
across the Northeast (P = 0.01) and 2.5 m taller in Maine (P = 0.014)
compared to unprotected plots (Fig. 4). Maximum tree heights did not
differ across New York (P = 0.06) or other sub-regions. Maximum tree
height was taller in wildlands than in both recently harvested (P =
0.036) and non-recently harvested unprotected areas (P = 0.046; Fig. 4).
Standard deviation of mean tree height did not differ between wildlands
and unprotected plots at any spatial scale or relative to harvesting status
of unprotected plots (P > 0.10).

3.2.3. Standing deadwood

Densities of large dead trees (>45 cm DBH) were 3.7 times higher in
wildlands overall and 7.8 times higher in New York wildlands compared
to unprotected forests (P < 0.0001; Fig. 5). Large dead trees did not
occur in any recently harvested plots. Large dead trees did not differ
between protection categories in the New England sub-regions, although
in CT-MA-RI they only occurred in unprotected plots (Fig. 5).

3.2.4. Tree species richness
Adult tree species (>12.7 cm dia.) richness was similar between
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Fig. 3. Tree diameter in wildland and unprotected plots by region, sub-region,
and recent harvest status. (A) Density of large trees (>60 cm dia.) and (B)
Shannon Diversity of tree dia. size classes (relative basal area of 5 cm dia.
classes — 2.5 cm-63.5 cm DBH). See Fig. 2 caption for abbreviation key and
sample sizes. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001. Bars = mean + SE.

protection categories at all spatial scales and was virtually identical
between wildland (5.2 species/plot; SE = 0.12 and unprotected (5.3
species/plot; SE = 0.13) forests overall (Fig. 6). However, species rich-
ness was higher in wildlands (5.65 species; SE = 0.36) than in recently
harvested unprotected plots (4.6 species; SE = 0.38; P = 0.048; Fig. 6).

3.2.5. Forest conditions at the time of protection

We compared forest carbon and structural characteristics between
wildlands and unprotected forest plots at the initiation of wildlands
protection (Fig. 7). We found no significant differences in forest carbon,
number of large live or dead trees, tree height, or tree species richness (P
> 0.45 for all attributes).

3.2.6. Stand age

Stand age ranged from 13 to 172 years in wildlands and 3 to 161
years in unprotected forests. Wildlands were, on average, 10.7 years
older than unprotected forest (P < 0.0001), with wildlands in Maine
(+15.4 years) and New York (+11.1 years) having above average dif-
ference in age (Table 2). Difference in stand age between wildlands and
unprotected plots was much smaller in CT-MA-RI plots (1.3 years) than
other sub-regions and the regional average. Recently harvested forests
were over 20 years younger than paired wildland plots (Table 2).

Wildlands (34.3%) and unprotected forests (30.9%) occurred most
frequently in the 80-99 age class (Fig. 8a). Wildlands had a higher fre-
quency of forests 120-180 years of age (6.3%) compared to unprotected
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forest (3.4%). Unprotected forests had over twice the frequency in the
20-59 year age range (22.7%) compared to wildlands (11.1%) and the
same frequency in the youngest age class (0-19 years; 1%; Fig. 8a).
Stand age class diversity was greater in CT-MA-RI and Maine wildlands
and lower in New Hampshire-Vermont and New York wildlands than in
unprotected areas; age class diversity was highest in Maine wildlands.
Across the Northeastern region, age class diversity was similar between
protection categories (Fig. 8b).

4. Discussion

In an era of rapidly changing climate and accompanying forest dis-
turbances and tree decline (Cohen et al. 2016), strict wildland protection
is frequently discounted as a strategy to provide sustained adaptation
and mitigation benefits into the future across forested landscapes (Pri-
chard et al., 2021; Swanston et al. 2016; Mackey et al. 2020). Our results
suggest that wildland forests have greater carbon storage, similar carbon
sequestration (i.e., forest growth) rates, and generally higher stand-level



E.K. Faison et al. Forest Ecology and Management 544 (2023) 121145

- @® Wildland @ Unprotected

7.0

6.5

6.0

55 4

| s @

5.0

Adult tree richness (no. species/plot)

4.5 -

4.0

CT-MA-RI ME NH-VT NY Rharv Nharv  All

Fig. 6. Adult tree (>12.7 cm DBH) species richness by region, sub-region, and recent harvest status in wildland and unprotected plots. See Fig. 2 caption for
abbreviation key and sample sizes. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001. Bars = mean =+ SE.

B C D
761 T E
T I g
@® Unprotected g 0.204 E % 12.4 4
_ = 754
@ Wildland 5 s 2 i
o L o] =
3 ¢ z B 7
=2 8 74 ® ® o 12.04
A 2 0.15- = S
O -—
— = (1]
& § .| = ®
o ® g 73 @
T > = o1si L
= 1 g =
5 0.10 @
it 2 2 i -
@ o
T ¢ - N W 11.21 -
()]
s E F G
® =
8 3.4 = T IS T
m 607 o T =3
< == £ 324 m Q 5.6 T
N o g
k= £ 0154 a
@ 3.0- = .
o | 4 S ® g
L = X £ 'Y
T il = o 5.4
b B [
3 € 0.10 o ®
O % =
[0} g [5]
g 26 ® —|- - 2
= a - 5.2+
()] L] #
8 he} (5] [
S 241 45 0.051 =
2.2+ &

Fig. 7. Comparison of aboveground carbon storage (A) and forest structural characteristics (B-G) between unprotected plots (n = 48) and wildland plots (n = 48) at
the time of protection. Bars = mean =+ SE.



E.K. Faison et al.

Table 2
Stand age (standard errors in parentheses) of wildland and unprotected forests
by region, sub-region, and recent harvesting history.

n Mean stand Mean stand age Difference in
age wildland unprotected mean stand age
CT-MA-RI" 9 89.4 (3.2) 88.1 (4.0) 1.3
Maine 38 86.5 (5.4) 71.1 (5.0) 15.4*
New Hampshire- 69 81.5 (2.0) 73.1 (2.7) 8.4
Vermont
New York” 88  88.5(2.9) 77.4 (2.7) 11.1
All° 207  86.1(1.7) 75.4 (1.8) 10.7
Recently 20 97.2 (5.9) 74.8 (6.1) 22.4%
harvested
(since 1999)
Not recently 187 849 75.5 9.4
harvested

2 Connecticut, Massachusetts, & Rhode Island combined.

b Adirondack & Catskill Forest Preserves.

¢ Combined New York and New England. Includes three pairs of plots that
crossed sub-regional boundaries and were not included in the New York, CT-MA-
RI, and New Hampshire-Vermont comparisons.

" P <0.05.

" P<0.0lL

" P < 0.001.

structural complexity relative to unprotected forests (Question 1).
Therefore forest condition in areas with different levels of protection
warrants greater recognition when assessing the vulnerability or adap-
tation capacity of a region’s forestlands (Mackey et al., 2020).

4.1. Aboveground carbon

Aboveground carbon storage was 20% higher in wildland forests
than in environmentally similar unprotected forests across the North-
eastern US. Intensity of harvest in unprotected forests likely played an
important role in these differences, as the greatest difference in AGC in
wildlands occurred relative to recently harvested areas (+89%), as well
as in New York (+32%) and in Maine (+34%), where harvesting
occurred at a relatively high intensity (Question 2). Our regional sample
likely underestimated recent harvest intensity — and therefore differ-
ences in carbon storage in wildlands and unprotected forests — as the
proportion of plots in our sample with recent harvesting (9.7%) was
notably lower than in all FIA plots in the study area (13.4%). Our results
underestimated recent harvest intensity in Maine (18.4% of plots this
study vs. 22.1% all FIA plots), overestimated recent harvesting in New
York (14.8% of plots this study vs. 12.6% all FIA plots) and substantially
underestimated recent harvest intensity in New Hampshire-Vermont
(0% this study vs. 10.7% all FIA) and Connecticut-Massachusetts-
Rhode Island (0% this study vs. 6.9% all FIA; USDA Forest Service
2023). Despite the importance of recent timber harvesting in deter-
mining differences in AGC, our results also revealed lasting and signif-
icant differences in carbon storage between wildlands and unprotected
forests in which no harvesting occurred since 1999. This points to the
legacy of older harvests differentiating wildlands from unprotected
forests (Question 2).

Difference in AGC between wildlands and unprotected forests
generally increased with increasing difference in forest age between
protection categories, which was highest in Maine, New York, and in
recently harvested areas. In CT-MA-RI, where wildlands and unpro-
tected forests had almost no difference in average forest age (1.3 years),
and where the small sample size did not include any recent harvesting,
there was little difference in AGC. CT-MA-RI forests were notable for
having the highest AGC in the region, which likely reflects a relatively
old stand age, a longer growing season, and a high component of oaks,
which generally have higher biomass than other northern species (cf.
Keeton et al. 2011; Finzi et al. 2020). Overall, our results are consistent
with studies that reported higher AGC in old and unmanaged forests
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relative to young and actively managed forests (Harmon et al. 1990;
Nunery and Keeton 2010).

4.2. Total forest BAI

In contrast to AGC, total forest BAI did not differ between wildlands
and unprotected forests at any spatial scale, revealing no apparent
tradeoffs between carbon storage and sequestration rate in our study
area (Question 3). This finding is, in some respects, not surprising given
the sites were matched on the primary environmental controls of
growth. However, wildlands had 37% higher total forest BAI compared
to recently harvested (and younger) forests. This result runs counter to
age-related declines in carbon sequestration that others have reported
(e.g., Ryan et al. 1997; Pregitzer and Euskirchen 2004, Bradford and
Kastendick 2010; D’Amato et al. 2011). One possible explanation for our
results is that stem density was higher in wildlands than in recently
harvested forests in our study area. In contrast, stem density is often
higher in younger forests with greater sequestration rates (e.g., Ryan
and Waring 1992). Hence, even though individual trees often had
greater BAIs in recently harvested areas in our study, the summed BAIs
of a smaller density of stems in these stands did not exceed the summed
BAIs of a greater density of stems in wildlands. Our findings call into
question mitigation strategies that aim to increase stand-level or
regional scale carbon sequestration rates through forest management.
Not only are sequestration rates unlikely to increase in managed forests
relative to wildland forests in the northeastern US (cf. Brown et al. 2018;
Canham 2021), they will likely decline for 15-20 years compared to
surrounding intact forests. Moreover, the re-growing forest will gener-
ally not equal the carbon lost from a harvested mature stand (and the
foregone carbon the stand would have sequestered) for many decades to
over a century (Harmon et al. 1990; Keeton et al. 2011).

4.3. Structural complexity differences and drivers

Wildland forests generally showed greater structural complexity
than unprotected forests, as four structural variables (no. of large live
and dead trees, maximum tree height, and diversity of diameter size
classes) were greater in wildlands overall, while two variables (standard
deviation of tree height and adult tree richness) did not differ between
wildlands and unprotected forests. This consistent trend across multiple
metrics of structural complexity, especially in those associated with
high-quality FIA DBH measurements, provides strong support of a
treatment effect in wildland forests that also corroborates other recent
studies (Zlonis and Niemi 2014; Miller et al. 2016). With respect to
Question 2, recent harvesting history of unprotected forests amplified
differences in the structural variables. Still, structural differences in the
four tree layer variables generally remained greater in wildlands than in
unprotected plots without recent harvesting (P < 0.05), suggesting both
recent and long-term legacy effects of harvesting on these variables,
particularly in the northern parts of the region (Belair and Ducey, 2018;
Gunn et al. 2019).

Overall, related to Question 3, our results showed a positive rela-
tionship between structural complexity and AGC and an absence of a
negative relationship between structure and carbon sequestration (BAI).
Our results are therefore generally in accord with those reported by
Thom and Keeton (2019) and Gough et al. (2019).

In CT-MA-RI, where mean stand age was quite similar between
protection categories (89 vs. 88 years) and average time since protection
as wildlands relatively short (15 years), none of the structural variables
differed significantly between protection categories. However, a small
sample size (n = 9) in this sub-region, which underrepresented recent
harvest activity, also likely contributed to the high variability and low
power in detecting differences in forest conditions.

Attributing increases in structural complexity and carbon storage in
wildlands to the treatment effects of protection requires disentangling of
biases in selection. Areas that are chosen for wildlands protection may
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be selected, in part, due to nonrandom differences in the underlying
environment or attributes of the forest itself. With a quasi-experimental
design, we were able to control for variation in the underlying envi-
ronment, ensuring that our results were not driven by differences in site
potential. Our analysis of recently protected plots with a corresponding
FIA measurement allowed us to investigate selection bias driven by
differences in forest structure (Question 4). We found no differences at
the time of protection in either aboveground carbon or structural di-
versity between wildlands and unprotected forests. This further supports
our conclusions that increases in forest carbon and structural diversity
are attributable to wildlands protection and not by differences in the site
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or initial forest. However, because we could only compare conditions at
the time of protection for sites protected after the year 2000, we cannot
rule out that the older wildlands in our sample, did not have an initial
selection bias for greater carbon and structural complexity.

4.4. Stand age class distribution and species diversity

Despite the legacy of management in unprotected areas, we detected
virtually no difference in age class diversity between wildlands and
unprotected forests at a regional scale. Wildlands were more homoge-
nous (i.e., a higher frequency of plots) at their median age class;
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however, wildlands had four times the frequency of plots in the oldest
age classes (140-180 years) and the same frequency of plots (~1%) in
the youngest age class (0-19 years) as unprotected forests.

Structural complexity, including age class diversity, is directly
related to biodiversity, due to the greater numbers of habitat niches and
resources in the varying sizes of live and dead biomass and varying
successional stages (McElhinny et al. 2005). Older forests with more
deadwood generally result in a greater diversity of lichens and fungi
compared to younger and less complex forests (Hilmers et al., 2018;
Atrena et al. 2020). Vertebrate and invertebrate animal diversity
generally exhibit a U-shaped pattern with stand age, but eventually
reach their highest levels of species richness in older, more complex
forests (DeGraaf et al. 2006; Hilmers et al., 2018). Understory vascular
plant diversity, on the other hand, may increase or decrease in older
forests with greater complexity (Hilmers et al., 2018; Thom et al. 2019),
although recently managed forests in the Northeastern U.S. often have
higher understory plant diversity than unmanaged controls (Smith et al.
2008; Ellison et al. 2015).

Although previous studies in wilderness areas and national parks in
the eastern US reported higher adult tree species richness in protected
than in unprotected areas (Zlonis and Niemi 2014; Miller et al. 2018),
we detected no difference in tree species richness overall. However, we
did find tree richness to be higher in wildlands compared to recently
harvested areas. Our results suggest that adult tree richness in unpro-
tected areas has not declined with a legacy of timber management,
although richness does temporarily decline for 15-20 years after har-
vesting. At the same time we found no evidence that eliminating har-
vesting and management leads to a decline in adult tree richness,
because of a reduction in canopy disturbance, as some authors have
reported.

5. Conclusions

Our results showed strong divergence in carbon storage and many
aspects of structural complexity in wildlands relative to forests open to
harvesting in similar environmental conditions across the Adirondack-
New England region. These patterns developed despite < 10% of un-
protected plots in our sample being harvested since 1999, which
underestimated regional harvesting activity, and wildlands being only
11 years older on average than unprotected forests. Thus, unprotected
forests that appear intact and relatively undisturbed are, on average, less
carbon dense and structurally simpler than nearby wildland forests.
Protection status (and resulting forest condition), in other words, is a
critical factor when considering the climate adaptation and mitigation
capacity of forests.

Additionally, we detected few tradeoffs between mitigation and
adaptation capacity in wildlands or between the benefits of carbon
storage and carbon sequestration in wildland forests. Our results suggest
the need for forest managers and conservation biologists to reexamine
the rush to incorporate more management for climate adaptation and
mitigation in northern temperate forests that are not specifically being
managed for wood products and to consider instead the multiple bene-
fits of stricter protection and allowing natural processes to do more.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Edward K. Faison: Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal anal-
ysis, Writing — original draft, Writing — review & editing, Visualization,
Supervision, Project administration, Investigation. Danelle Laflower:
Methodology, Software, Validation, Formal analysis, Visualization, Data
curation, Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Luca L. Morreale:
Methodology, Software, Visualization, Validation, Formal analysis, Data
curation, Writing — review & editing. David R. Foster: Resources,
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Brian Hall: Visualization,
Resources, Data curation, Writing — review & editing. Emily Johnson:
Resources, Data curation, Investigation. Jonathan R. Thompson:

11

Forest Ecology and Management 544 (2023) 121145

Funding acquisition, Supervision, Project administration, Writing — re-
view & editing, Resources, Conceptualization, Methodology.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Data availability
Data will be made available on request.
Acknowledgements

This work was supported by NSF Grant No. DEB-LTER-18-32210 and
USDA/NIFA Grant No. #2021-67023-34491, as well as by the Highstead
Foundation. FIA plot location data was made available via Memoran-
dum of Understanding 09MU11242305123 between the U.S. Forest
Service and Harvard University. We thank Neil Pederson for helpful
discussions about this study.

References

Albrich, K., Thom, D., Rammer, W., Seidl, R., Wulf, M., 2021. The long way back:
development of Central European mountain forests towards old-growth conditions
after cessation of management. J. Veg. Sci. 32 (4), e13052.

Atrena, A., Banelyte, G.G., Lassge, T., Riis-Hansen, R., Bruun, H.H., Rahbek, C.,
Heilmann-Clausen, J., 2020. Quality of substrate and forest structure determine
macrofungal richness along a gradient of management intensity in beech forests. For.
Ecol. Manage. 478, 118512.

Bechtold, William A., and Paul L. Patterson. 2005. The enhanced forest inventory and
analysis program-national sampling design and estimation procedures. No. 80. USDA
Forest Service, Southern Research Station.

Belair, E.P., Ducey, M.J., 2018. Patterns in forest harvesting in New England and New
York: Using FIA data to evaluate silvicultural outcomes. J. For. 116, 273-282.

Bradford, J.B., Kastendick, D.N., 2010. Age-related patterns of forest complexity and
carbon storage in pine and aspen-birch ecosystems of northern Minnesota, USA.
Can. J. For. Res. 40 (3), 401-409.

Brandt, L.A., Butler, P.R., Handler, S.D., Janowiak, M.K., Shannon, P.D., Swanston, C.W.,
2017. Integrating science and management to assess forest ecosystem vulnerability
to climate change. J. For. 115 (3), 212-221.

Brown, M.L., Canham, C.D., Murphy, L., Donovan, T.M., 2018. Timber harvest as the
predominant disturbance regime in northeastern US forests: effects of harvest
intensification. Ecosphere 9, e02062.

Buongiorno, J., Kolbe, A., Vasievich, M., 2000. Economic and ecological effects of
diameter-limit and BDq management regimes: simulation results for northern
hardwoods. Silva Fennica 34, 223-235.

Butsic, V., Lewis, D.J., Radeloff, V.C., Baumann, M., Kuemmerle, T., 2017. Quasi-
experimental methods enable stronger inferences from observational data in
ecology. Basic Appl. Ecol. 19, 1-10.

Canham, Charles D. 2021. “Rethinking forest carbon offsets”. https://www.caryinstitute.
org/news-insights/feature/rethinking-forest-carbon-offsets. Accessed 12/1/2022.

Cohen, W.B., Yang, Z., Stehman, S.V., Schroeder, T.A., Bell, D.M., Masek, J.G., Huang, C.,
Meigs, G.W., 2016. Forest disturbance across the conterminous United States from
1985-2012: the emerging dominance of forest decline. For. Ecol. Manage. 360,
242-252.

D’Amato, A.W., Bradford, J.B., Fraver, S., Palik, B.J., 2011. Forest management for
mitigation and adaptation to climate change: insights from long-term silviculture
experiments. For. Ecol. Manage. 262 (5), 803-816.

DeGraaf, Richard M., Mariko Yamasaki, William B. Leak, and Anna M. Lester. 2006.
Technical guide to forest wildlife habitat management in New England. UPNE.Dudley,
Nigel, ed. 2008. Guidelines for applying protected area management categories. Iucn.

Dudley, N., Shadie, P. and Stolton, S., 2013. Guidelines for applying protected area
management categories including IUCN WCPA best practice guidance on recognising
protected areas and assigning management categories and governance types. Best
Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series, (21).

Dugan, A.J., Lichstein, J.W., Steele, A.l.,, Metsaranta, J.h.M., Bick, S., Hollinger, D.Y.,
2021. Opportunities for forest sector emissions reductions: a state-level analysis.
Ecol. Appl. 31, e02327.

Duveneck, M.J., Thompson, J.R., 2019. Social and biophysical determinants of future
forest conditions in New England: effects of a modern land-use regime. Glob.
Environ. Chang. 55, 115-129.

Ellison, A.M., Barker Plotkin, A.A., Shah, K., 2015. Foundation species loss and
biodiversity of the herbaceous layer in New England forests. Forests 7, 9.

Erb, K.-H., Kastner, T., Plutzar, C., Bais, A.L.S., Carvalhais, N., Fetzel, T., Gingrich, S.,
Haberl, H., Lauk, C., Niedertscheider, M., Pongratz, J., Thurner, M., Luyssaert, S.,
2018. Unexpectedly large impact of forest management and grazing on global
vegetation biomass. Nature 553 (7686), 73-76.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0085

E.K. Faison et al.

Fargione, J.E., Bassett, S., Boucher, T., Bridgham, S.D., Conant, R.T., Cook-Patton, S.C.,
Ellis, P.W., Falcucci, A., Fourqurean, J.W., Gopalakrishna, T., Gu, H., Henderson, B.,
Hurteau, M.D., Kroeger, K.D., Kroeger, T., Lark, T.J., Leavitt, S.M., Lomax, G.,
McDonald, R.I., Megonigal, J.P., Miteva, D.A., Richardson, C.J., Sanderman, J.,
Shoch, D., Spawn, S.A., Veldman, J.W., Williams, C.A., Woodbury, P.B., Zganjar, C.,
Baranski, M., Elias, P., Houghton, R.A., Landis, E., McGlynn, E., Schlesinger, W.H.,
Siikamaki, J.V., Sutton-Grier, A.E., Griscom, B.W., 2018. Natural climate solutions
for the United States. Science Advances 4 (11), eaat1869.

Finzi, Adrien C., Marc-André Giasson, Audrey A. Barker Plotkin, John D. Aber, Emery R.
Boose, Eric A. Davidson, Michael C. Dietze et al. 2020. “Carbon budget of the
Harvard Forest Long-Term Ecological Research site: Pattern, process, and response to
global change.” Ecological Monographs 90: e01423.

Forzieri, G., Dakos, V., McDowell, N.G., Ramdane, A., Cescatti, A., 2022. Emerging
signals of declining forest resilience under climate change. Nature 608 (7923),
534-539.

Foster, David. R., Brian Donahue, David B. Kittredge, Kathy Fallon-Lambert, Malcolm
Hunter, Brian Hall, Lloyd C. Irland et al. 2010. “Wildland and woodlands: a forest
vision for New England.” Petersham, MA: Harvard Forest.

Foster, David, Emily Johnson, Brian R. Hall, Jon Leibowitz, Elizabeth H. Thompson,
Brian Donahue, Edward K. Faison, Jaime Sayen, David Publicover, Nancy Sferra,
Lloyd C. Irland, Jonathan R. Thompson, Robert Perschel, David A. Orwig, William S.
Keeton, Malcolm L. Hunter, Jr., Susan A. Masino, and Lillian Howell. 2023.
“Wildlands in New England. Past, Present, and Future.” Harvard Forest Paper 34.
Harvard University.

Foster, D.R., Kittredge, D., Donahue, B., Motzkin, G., Orwig, D., Ellison, A., Hall, B.,
Colburn, B., D’Amato, A., 2005. Wildlands and Woodlands: A Vision for the Forests
of Massachusetts. Harvard Forest, Petersham, MA.

Franklin, J.F., Spies, T.A., Pelt, R.V., Carey, A.B., Thornburgh, D.A., Berg, D.R.,
Lindenmayer, D.B., Harmon, M.E., Keeton, W.S., Shaw, D.C., Bible, K., Chen, J.,
2002. Disturbances and structural development of natural forest ecosystems with
silvicultural implications, using Douglas-fir forests as an example. For. Ecol. Manage.
155 (1-3), 399-423.

Gormanson, Dale D., Scott A. Pugh, Charles J. Barnett, Patrick D. Miles, Randall S. Morin,
Paul A. Sowers, and James A. Westfall. 2018. “Statistics and quality assurance for the
northern Research Station Forest inventory and analysis program.” Gen. Tech. Rep.
NRS-178. Newtown Square, PA: US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern
Research Station. 25 p. 178: 1-25.

Gotelli, N.J., Ellison, A.M., 2014. Primer of Ecological Statistics, 2nd edition. Sinauer
Associates, Sunderland.

Gough, C.M., Atkins, J.W., Fahey, R.T., Hardiman, B.S., 2019. High rates of primary
production in structurally complex forests. Ecology 100 (10), e02864.

Gough, C.M., Atkins, J.W., Fahey, R.T., Hardiman, B.S., LaRue, E.A., Zarnetske, P., 2020.
Community and structural constraints on the complexity of eastern North American
forests. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 29 (12), 2107-2118.

Griscom, B.W., Adams, J., Ellis, P.W., Houghton, R.A., Lomax, G., Miteva, D.A.,
Schlesinger, W.H., Shoch, D., Siikamaki, J.V., Smith, P., Woodbury, P., Zganjar, C.,
Blackman, A., Campari, J., Conant, R.T., Delgado, C., Elias, P., Gopalakrishna, T.,
Hamsik, M.R., Herrero, M., Kiesecker, J., Landis, E., Laestadius, L., Leavitt, S.M.,
Minnemeyer, S., Polasky, S., Potapov, P., Putz, F.E., Sanderman, J., Silvius, M.,
Wollenberg, E., Fargione, J., 2017. Natural climate solutions. PNAS 114 (44),
11645-11650.

Gunn, J.S., Ducey, M.J., Belair, E., 2019. Evaluating degradation in a North American
temperate forest. For. Ecol. Manage. 432, 415-426.

Harmon, M.E., Ferrell, W.K., Franklin, J.F., 1990. Effects on carbon storage of conversion
of old-growth forests to young forests. Science 247 (4943), 699-702.

Harris, N.L., Hagen, S.C., Saatchi, S.S., Pearson, T.R.H., Woodall, C.W., Domke, G.M.,
Braswell, B.H., Walters, B.F., Brown, S., Salas, W., Fore, A., Yu, Y., 2016. Attribution
of net carbon change by disturbance type across forest lands of the conterminous
United States. Carbon Balance Manag. 11 (1), 1-21.

Hilmers, T., Friess, N., Bassler, C., Heurich, M., Brandl, R., Pretzsch, H., Seidl, R.,
Miiller, J., Butt, N., 2018. Biodiversity along temperate forest succession. J. Appl.
Ecol. 55 (6), 2756-2766.

Ho, D., Imai, K., King, G., Stuart, E.A., 2011. MatchlIt: nonparametric preprocessing for
parametric causal inference. J. Stat. Softw. 42, 1-28.

Janowiak, Maria K., Anthony W. D’Amato, Christopher W. Swanston, Louis Iverson,
Frank R. Thompson, William D. Dijak, Stephen Matthews et al. 2018. “New England
and northern New York forest ecosystem vulnerability assessment and synthesis: a
report from the New England Climate Change Response Framework project.” Gen.
Tech. Rep. NRS-173. Newtown Square, PA: US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,
Northern Research Station. 234 p. 173: -234.

Keeton, W.S., 2006. Managing for late-successional/old-growth characteristics in
northern hardwood-conifer forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 235 (1-3), 129-142.

Keeton, W.S., Whitman, A.A., McGee, G.C., Goodale, C.L., 2011. Late-successional
biomass development in northern hardwood-conifer forests of the northeastern
United States. For. Sci. 57, 489-505.

Lexergd, N.L., Eid, T., 2006. An evaluation of different diameter diversity indices based
on criteria related to forest management planning. For. Ecol. Manage. 222 (1-3),
17-28.

Lunt, M., 2014. Selecting an appropriate caliper can be essential for achieving good
balance with propensity score matching. Am. J. Epidemiol. 179, 226-235.

Mackey, B., Kormos, C.F., Keith, H., Moomaw, W.R., Houghton, R.A., Mittermeier, R.A.,
Hole, D., Hugh, S., 2020. Understanding the importance of primary tropical forest
protection as a mitigation strategy. Mitig. Adapt. Strat. Glob. Chang. 25 (5),
763-787.

12

Forest Ecology and Management 544 (2023) 121145

McElhinny, C., Gibbons, P., Brack, C., Bauhus, J., 2005. Forest and woodland stand
structural complexity: its definition and measurement. For. Ecol. Manage. 218 (1-3),
1-24.

McGee, G.G., Leopold, D.J., Nyland, R.D., 1999. Structural characteristics of old-growth,
maturing, and partially cut northern hardwood forests. Ecol. Appl. 9 (4), 1316-1329.

Meyer, Spencer R., Kavita K. Macleod, Jonathan R. Thompson et al. 2022. “New
England’s climate imperative: our forests as a natural climate solution”. Highstead
Foundation paper.

Millar, C.I., Stephenson, N.L., 2015. Temperate forest health in an era of emerging
megadisturbance. Science 349 (6250), 823-826.

Miller, K.M., Dieffenbach, F.W., Patrick Campbell, J., Cass, W.B., Comiskey, J.A.,
Matthews, E.R., McGill, B.J., et al., 2016. National parks in the eastern United States
harbor important older forest structure compared with matrix forests. Ecosphere 7,
e01404.

Miller, K.M., McGill, B.J., Mitchell, B.R., Comiskey, J., Dieffenbach, F.W., Matthews, E.
R., Perles, S.J., Schmit, J.P., Weed, A.S., 2018. Eastern national parks protect greater
tree species diversity than unprotected matrix forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 414,
74-84.

Moomaw, W.R., Masino, S.A., Faison, E.K., 2019. Intact forests in the United States:
proforestation mitigates climate change and serves the greatest good. Frontiers in
Forests and Global Change 27.

Morreale, L.L., Thompson, J.R., Tang, X., Reinmann, A.B., Hutyra, L.R., 2021. Elevated
growth and biomass along temperate forest edges. Nat. Commun. 12, 1-8.

Nemani, R.R., Keeling, C.D., Hashimoto, H., Jolly, W.M., Piper, S.C., Tucker, C.J.,
Myneni, R.B., Running, S.W., 2003. Climate-driven increases in global terrestrial net
primary production from 1982 to 1999. Science 300 (5625), 1560-1563.

Nunery, J.S., Keeton, W.S., 2010. Forest carbon storage in the northeastern United States:
net effects of harvesting frequency, post-harvest retention, and wood products. For.
Ecol. Manage. 259 (8), 1363-1375.

O’Connell, Barbara M.; LaPoint, Elizabeth B.; Turner, Jeffery A.; Ridley, Ted; Pugh, Scott
A.; Wilson, Andrea M.; Waddell, Karen L.; Conkling, Barbara L. 2017. The Forest
Inventory and Analysis Database: Database description and user guide version 7.0.2
for Phase 2. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 748 p. [Online].
Available at web address: http://www.fia.fs.fed.us/library/database-
documentation/.

Ontl, T.A., Janowiak, M.K., Swanston, C.W., Daley, J.d., Handler, S., Cornett, M.,
Hagenbuch, S., Handrick, C., McCarthy, L., Patch, N., 2020. Forest management for
carbon sequestration and climate adaptation. J. For. 118, 86-101.

Paillet, YOAN, Berges, LAURENT, Hjaltén, JOAKIM, Odor, PETER, Avon, CATHERINE,
Bernhardt-romermann, MARKUS, Bijlsma, RIENK.-JAN., De bruyn, LUC,

Fuhr, MARC, Grandin, ULF, Kanka, ROBERT, Lundin, LARS, Luque, SANDRA,
Magura, TIBOR, Matesanz, SILVIA, Mészaros, ILONA, Sebastia, M.-TERESA.,
Schmidt, WOLFGANG, Standovar, TIBOR, Téthmérész, BELA, Uotila, ANNELI,
Valladares, FERNANDO, Vellak, KAI, Virtanen, RISTO, 2010. Biodiversity
differences between managed and unmanaged forests: meta-analysis of species
richness in Europe. Conserv. Biol. 24 (1), 101-112.

Patton, R.M., Kiernan, D.H., Burton, J.I., Drake, J.E., 2022. Management trade-offs
between forest carbon stocks, sequestration rates and structural complexity in the
central Adirondacks. For. Ecol. Manage. 525, 120539.

Potterf, Maria, Marek Svitok, Pavel Mezei, Benjamin Jarcuska, Rastislav Jakus, Miroslav
Blazenec, and Tomas Hlasny. 2022 “Contrasting Norway spruce disturbance
dynamics in managed forests and strict forest reserves in Slovakia.” Forestry: 1-12.

Pregitzer, K.S., Euskirchen, E.S., 2004. Carbon cycling and storage in world forests:
biome patterns related to forest age. Glob. Chang. Biol. 10, 2052-2077.

Prichard, S.J., Hessburg, P.F., Hagmann, R.K., Povak, N.A., Dobrowski, S.Z., Hurteau, M.
D., Kane, V.R., Keane, R.E., Kobziar, L.N., Kolden, C.A., North, M., 2021. Adapting
western North American forests to climate change and wildfires: 10 common
questions. Ecol. Appl. 31 (8), e02433.

R Core Team, 2021. R: A language and environment for statistical## computing. R
Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria https://www.R-project.org/.

Reinmann, A.B., Smith, I.A., Thompson, J.R., Hutyra, L.R., 2020. Urbanization and
fragmentation mediate temperate forest carbon cycle response to climate. Environ.
Res. Lett. 15 (11), 114036.

Ryan, M.G., Waring, R.H., 1992. Maintenance respiration and stand development in a
subalpine lodgepole pine forest. Ecology 73, 2100-2108.

Ryan, M.G., Binkley, D., Fownes, J.H., 1997. Age-related decline in forest productivity:
pattern and process. Adv. Ecol. Res. 27, 213-262.

Smith, K.J., Keeton, W.S., Twery, M.J., Tobi, D.R., 2008. Understory plant responses to
uneven-aged forestry alternatives in northern hardwood—conifer forests. Can. J. For.
Res. 38 (6), 1303-1318.

Swanston, C., Brandt, L.A., Janowiak, M.K., Handler, S.D., Butler-Leopold, P., Iverson, L.,
Thompson III, F.R., Ontl, T.A., Shannon, P.D., 2018. Vulnerability of forests of the
Midwest and Northeast United States to climate change. Clim. Change 146 (1-2),
103-116.

Swanston, Christopher W., Maria K. Janowiak, Leslie A. Brandt, Patricia R. Butler,
Stephen D. Handler, P. Danielle Shannon, Abigail Derby Lewis et al. 2016. “Forest
adaptation resources: Climate change tools and approaches for land managers.” Gen.
Tech. Rep. NRS-GTR-87-2. Newtown Square, PA: US Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Northern Research Station. 161 p. http://dx. doi. org/10.2737/NRS-GTR-87-2.
87: 1-161.

Thom, D., Golivets, M., Edling, L., Meigs, G.W., Gourevitch, J.D., Sonter, L.J., Galford, G.
L., Keeton, W.S., 2019. The climate sensitivity of carbon, timber, and species
richness covaries with forest age in boreal-temperate North America. Glob. Chang.
Biol. 25 (7), 2446-2458.

Thom, D., Keeton, W.S., 2019. Stand structure drives disparities in carbon storage in
northern hardwood-conifer forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 442, 10-20.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0335

E.K. Faison et al.

Thom, D., Taylor, A.R., Seidl, R., Thuiller, W., Wang, J., Robideau, M., Keeton, W.S.,
2021. Forest structure, not climate, is the primary driver of functional diversity in
northeastern North America. Sci. Total Environ. 762, 143070.

Thompson, J.R., Carpenter, D.N., Cogbill, C.V., Foster, D.R., 2013. Four centuries of
change in northeastern United States forests. PLoS One 8 (9), €7254.

Thompson, J.R., Canham, C.D., Morreale, L., Kittredge, D.B., Butler, B., 2017. Social and
biophysical variation in regional timber harvest regimes. Ecol. Appl. 27 (3),
942-955.

US EPA. 2021. Ecoregions of North America. https://www.epa.gov/eco-research/
ecoregions-north-america.

13

Forest Ecology and Management 544 (2023) 121145

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Gap Analysis Project. 2021. Gap Status Code Assignment.
Assumptions, Criteria, and Methods. https://d9-wret.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/
assets/palladium/production/s3fs-public/atoms/files/GAP%20Status%20Code%20
Assignment_2021.pdf. Accessed May 15, 2023.

USDA Forest Service. 2023. FIA DataMart. https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fia/datamart/data
mart.html. Accessed May 15, 2023.

Zlonis, E.J., Niemi, G.J., 2014. Avian communities of managed and wilderness
hemiboreal forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 328, 26-34.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0350
https://d9-wret.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets/palladium/production/s3fs-public/atoms/files/GAP%20Status%20Code%20Assignment_2021.pdf
https://d9-wret.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets/palladium/production/s3fs-public/atoms/files/GAP%20Status%20Code%20Assignment_2021.pdf
https://d9-wret.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets/palladium/production/s3fs-public/atoms/files/GAP%20Status%20Code%20Assignment_2021.pdf
https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fia/datamart/datamart.html
https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fia/datamart/datamart.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(23)00379-1/h0375

	Adaptation and mitigation capacity of wildland forests in the northeastern United States
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Study area and experimental design
	2.2 Carbon
	2.3 Structural complexity

	3 Results
	3.1 Mitigation
	3.1.1 Aboveground carbon
	3.1.2 Total forest basal area increment

	3.2 Structural complexity (Adaptation)
	3.2.1 Tree diameter
	3.2.2 Tree height
	3.2.3 Standing deadwood
	3.2.4 Tree species richness
	3.2.5 Forest conditions at the time of protection
	3.2.6 Stand age


	4 Discussion
	4.1 Aboveground carbon
	4.2 Total forest BAI
	4.3 Structural complexity differences and drivers
	4.4 Stand age class distribution and species diversity

	5 Conclusions
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Data availability
	Acknowledgements
	References


